ORIGINAL

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION RECEIVED
Washington, DC 20554

In the Matter of DEC 1 0 2002
: . . FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Rules und Regulanons Implementing the CG Docket No. 02-278 OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Telephone Consumer Protection Act CC Docker No. 92-90

Ot 1991

COMMENTS OF COMCAST CABLE COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

Comecast Cable Communications, Ing ("Cameast”™) hereby submits its comments in
response 1o the Federal Commumcations Commission’s (the “FCCs™ or the “Commission’s™)
Further Notice ol Proposed Rulemaking ("NPRM™) relating to the FCC rules implementing the
Telephone Consumer Protection Act of 1991 (the "TCPA™). As s discussed below, Comcast
fully supports the FCCs elforts to protect consumers from fraudulent and deceptive
telemarketing practices. Comeast believes, however, that any changes 1o the FCC s rules
mplementing the TCPA (the “Rules™ should not unnecessarily interferc with Comeast’s
onvoing reeular L'UlﬂlﬂunlCé.lllUﬂS with its existing customers via the relephone.

Founded in 1963, Comeast has a demonstrated history ot leadership in the media and
communications industrics. As a result of the combination of its cable operations with the cable

aperations ol AT&T Broadband Corp., Comeust 1s now the fargest cable operator in the country,

serving approxmuately 22 milhon subscribers
Comeast attributes much ol its success to the high-quality customer service it provides,

meluding through relemarketing services used to ucquire and foster its relationships with existing

and patential customers. Most customers can contact Comeast via telephone and speak with a

frve customer service representative 24 hours a dav. 7 davs & week. 365 days a year. The

telephone 1s a simple and clective means of interacting with consumers about the variety of



features and servives Comeast offers, as well as the extent to which such service offerings and
choices can be best modilied to address the needs of individual customers. The ability to interact
directly with customers or potential customers via the telephone is particularly nmportant in
explaiming new service offerings that have become avatlable as o result of Comcast’s deployment
ol broudband services. such as digital video. high definition digital television, video on demand
and high speed Internet access.

Given the important role that telemarketing plays in Comceast’s customer care aperations.
Comcast is very concerned that changes 10 the Rules notintertere with its ability to eftectively
and conveniently serve its customers, The TCPA authorizes, but does not require, the
Commission to create @ national do-not-call registry. Although Comcast agrees that a national
do-not-call list could help tw ensure that consumer privacy mterests are respected, Comeast also
belicves that the implementution by the FCC of a national do-not-cail registry. absent certan
changes. could have adverse consequences tor both consumers and businesses. In particular.
Comeast uroes the Commission o masnrain. m s current form, the “established business
relationship™ exemption provided under the Commission’s rules implementing the TCPA . In
addition. Comcast believes that the FCC should consider preciscly how any national do-not-call
reaistry adopted by the Commiission would vperate in relation o the national do-not-call tegistry
currently under consideration by the Federal Trade Commission CFTCT) Comeast strongly
believes that any do-not-call registry created at the national level should be combinéd in a single
database and implemented so as 10 apply to all busimesses without exempting those industries

with respect 1 which the TC does not have jurisdiction. Ideally, the national do-not-cull

reaistry would preempt the requirements of the approximately twenty-seven states that have



adopted individual do-not-call lists, thereby substantially lessening the costs and reducing the
complexity of complying with these laws.

1. A National Do-Not-Call Registry Should Reflect the Commission’s Current
kstablished Business Relationship Exception.

The NPRM seeks comment on whether the Commission should narrow its detfinition ot
an “established business relationship™ i tiplementing a national do-not-call hist. Comcast
believes that the FCCTs formulation of the established business yefatonship exemption under 1ts
current rules aceurately reflects the leaislauve historv underlying the TCPA. Morcover. the
current rule 1= appropriately lexible and encompasses the range of customer communications
I-ha[ Congress intended to protect. including communications that are designed to renew
customer refationships and to communicate important information about additional products and
Services.

The TCPA authorized the 1'CC o create “a single natenal database to compile o fist of
telephone numbers of restdential subseribers who objeet o receiving telephone solicitations.™
Under the statute, (he term “telephone solicitation™ is delined so as to exclude calls to “uny
person with whom the caller has an established business relationship.™ Therefore, when il

enacted the TCPA, Congress effectively precluded the FCC from using a national database to

prevent telemarketing calls 1o persons with whom rhe caller has formed an “established business
relanonship™

The fegislative history underlving the TCPA 1llustrates that the established business

relationship exemption was adopted by Congress m order to strike o balance between “barring all
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calls to those subscribers who object[] to unsolicited calls™ and the legislature’s “desire to not
unduly mterfere with ongoing busimess relationships.”™ To provide as much protection as
possible to the former interest. whnle respectng the latter. Congress “adopted an exception to the
ceneral rule - that objecting subscribers should not be called — which enables businesses to
continue established business relationships with customers . .77 In fact. according to the
House Report the established business relationship exemption was miended to cnable businesscs
to place calls that “build upon. tollow up. or renew . within a reasonable period ot nme.”

. . I3 - ' : .
customer relatonships.”  The House Committee expressly recognized that “consumers who
previously huve expressed mterest in products or services oflered by a telemarketer are uniikely
(0 be surprised by calls from such companies or to consider them intrusive.™

The House Report also establishes that the statutory exemption lor calls furthering

“established business relanonships™ was expressly designed to cover calls by cable television
Systems operiators 1o then existang subscribers:

“Londer the exeeptuion adopled by the Compmittee. an established

business relationship would mchude o business entity’s existing

customers, terwhich an established business relationship is clearly

present. Therefores magazines, cable television franchises, and

newspapers all could call thetr current subscribers to contnue their

subscriptions cven 1l such subsceribers abjected to “unsolicited”

commerciat calls . In the Committeg s view, an established

business relationship also could be based upon any prior

trunsaction. negotiation or inquiry between the called party and the
. =Y
business entity.

*See HLR. Rep. No. 102-317. a1 13-16 (1991 [hereinalter. House Report].
“d a3 (19o1y.

YRl
* Howse Reporr, HR. Rep. No. 1022317, a0 13,
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Under the FCC™s current rules nplemenuny the TCPAL an “established business
relationstip™ s defined as:

“A prior or existing relationship tormed by a voluntary two-way

communication between a person or entity and a residential

subscriber with or without un exchunge of consideration. on the

basis of an inquiry. applicanon, purchase or transaction by the

residential subscriber regarding products or services offered by

such person or entity. which relationship hos not been previously

)

termunated by esther party.
In adopting this detimttien. the Commission concluded. bused on the legislative history and the
conunents subnntted durmng aits rulemaking proceeding. that “a solicitation to someone with
whom a prior business relationship exists does not adversely affect subscriber privacy
i PR TT R, . . . . .
interests.”™ The current defimuion is necessarily 1lexible to cncompass the various types of
customer communications that Congress mtended to protect, and enables cable systems,
newspapers and other companies to renew customer relattonships and to communicate with
existing customers reearding the Tull range ol products and services that they offer.

The NPRM asks shether the Commission should “consider medifving the definttion of
“established business relationship” so that a company that has an established relationship with a
customer based on one tvpe ol product or service mav not call consumers on the do-not-call Tist

. e . Wl . - . .
(o advernise a different service or product.™ ! Limiting the definition in this manner. however,
would be contrary 1o the statutery language, which broadly exempts all calls 1o persons “with

whom the caller has an established busmess relationship.™ Neither the statute nor its legislative

History sureest a rationale for Bimiting calls with existing customers to solicitations with respect

YATC RS 6412000004

Y Rudes and Regulations Implemeniing the Telephone Consumer Proieciton Aci of 1991, CC
Docket No. 92-90, Report and Order. 7 FCC Red 8732, 8770 (1992 (“First TCPA Order ™).
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to the product or service that formed the basis of the existing relationship. Rather, the legislatve
history indicates that Congress specifically had in mind exempting solicitations that offer new or
ditlerent products or services to o caller’s existing customers. The House Report explains that
under the estabhshed busimess relationship exception “[a] person who recently bought a plece ol
merchandise may receive a call lrom the retailer regarding spectal offers or information - on
related lmes of merchandise. [and a] loan officer or financial consultant may call a telephone

subscriber who had requested a loan or bought auto insurance a couple of months ago to pitch

12

new loan olferings or other types of insurance.”

Norcover, any limiton the types of services that can be marketed under the established
business retationship exempuon could undermine the Commission’s policies aimed at promoting
the rapid deploviment of new broadband services. Comeast already has made enormous capital
expenditures to expand 1ts array of advanced video und data services. including teractive
programiming cuides. high defimtion digital video services. high-speed cible modem Intemet
aceess. pav-per-view and video-on-demand services. muitiple channels ot digital music. and
cable telephony. Tarceted relemarketing campaigns timed to coincide with the roll out of system
apgrades in partettar communites have proven wnong the most ellfective and convenient means
of informing custonters about these new services.

While Comeast suppotts the Commission’s coal of respecting consumer privacy, limiting
the detimtion ot an established business relationship could instead restrict consumer choiees and
mtertere with Comcasts ability 1o conveniently inform customers of new service offerings,
l-hcrcb_\,-‘ hindering widespread adoption ot broadband services. Comeasts customers have been

extremely receptive w learning about new service offerings. adopting these new, advanced

"= House Repors, HR. Rep. No. 102-317, a1 14415,
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services at very hivh rates. For example. subseriptions to broadband Internet services. which are
critical to the continued growth of the Internet economy. have surged in recent yvears. and the
mtroduction of hgh defittion television serviees 1o subscribers is an essential component o
advancing the digital tansition. The efficient and eltective use of telemarketing to inform
consumers of the availability and advaniages of high-speed Internet access, high detinition
relevision and other evolving dicital cable services is criucal o their future growth. Comcast
heliesves (hat it would be counterproductive for the Comnussion to restrict the ability of cable-
operitors 1o market new braadbuand services at the same time as the Comnussion 18 Cncouraging
mdustry o myeson their further deployiment.

The Commission also seeks comment on whether the established business relationship
exemplion should be Hmuted so as 10 apply only in the case of consumers who have mude an
inguiry within a specilied period of ime ' Comcast believes that the enormous variety of
reasons that may lead o o lapse of lime benween comnunications with prior or prospective
customers 1s ltkely 10 render arbitrary any temporal restriction on the estabhished business
relationship exempuion. The digital video. Interner access and broadband services markets arc
rapidly evolving, both i terms of the new services that are becoming available and the various
competitors that are providing them. Customer decistons [o use or change providers may depend
o v de e of factors, including service avarlubiity. product features and pricing and
customer salislaction,

In this highly complex and compettive market. restricting the abifity ol service providers
to contact prospective ar previous customers based onan arbitrary time-periods unnecessarily

interferes with ability their ability 1o effectively communicate with customers. Unlike print or

CUNPRAL 67 Fed Reg. at 62673



[ciecast promotions. telemarkenng allows consumers 1o interact with Comcast’s customer service
representatives. who can berter explain the features of Comeast's suite of advanced services and
1ailor choiees to meet the needs ol individual consumers. Outbound telemarketing has proven
cribeally mpaorranr fo Comeast’s successtul deplovment ¢ digital video und broadbund services.
The high adoption rates associated with telemarketing ol new service offerings indicate that
consumers receive tangible benefits when contacted by companies they know and trust.
Telemarkening 1s among the fastest means of imforming consumers when new services become
available i their neighborhoods. Any hmitation of the established business relationship
excmption should not restrict the ability ot cable operators to contact existing and prospective
customers as they roll out new service offerings or expand the reach of thewr cable franchises.

. vy National Do-Not-Call Registry Should Impose a Single, Unitorm Standard.

It the event the FCC concludes that a national do-not-call hist 1s necessary to protect the
privacy ol residential telephone subscribers. it should recognize the importance of establishing a
single sel of uniform rules implementing such a registry. As between the FCC and the FTC, the
FCC s far beter positoned to mmplement and enforee ¢ uniform set of regulations governing a
national do-not-call regisurv. In fact. unlike the FTCL the 1FCC is speailically authorized by the
TCPA w require the establishment and ()pcmm;n of a single navonal database to compile a list
ol telephone numbers of residential subscribers who object to recerving telephone
solicitations.”™™ The FTC has no parallel authority under the Telemarketing Consumer Fraud and
Abuse Prevention Act.”

The FCCs qurisdiction over businesses that solieir consumers by telephone is not subject

to the jurisdictional Iimiations taced by the FTC. The FTC's proposed national do-not-call rules

AT LS CoR 227000



would not, for example, be applicable to banks. credit unions. savings and loan nstitutions.
common carers or msurance companies. all of which are expressly exempted trom coverage
under the FTC Act.'™ The FTC s junsdicuonal mitaions would result in confusion for
consumers wio believe they have registered with the national do-not-call registry but continue to
reccive felemarketing calls from members ot the various industries that are not subject to the
qurisdiction ol the FTC. Morcover. under the FTC's limited jurisdiction, cable operators and
ather busmesses would be subject o restnictions that would not be applicable to then direct
compellors  In parnicular, commaon ciners that provide Intermet access, high speed DSL, and
video services to residential subscribers would be exempted from the FTC s rules, even though
their direct competitors i the cable industry would not be exempted.

In deciding whether and how o implement a nationad do-not-call registry, the
Commussion also should consider the consututionat implications associated with outlawing
commercial speech between businesses and their existing or potential customers. While u
nationad do-not-call st may, inund ol wsell, unreasonably interfere with legiamate commercial
speech. any such regulwory seheme promulgated by the FTC as opposed 1o the FCC 1s less Tikely
to survive constitutional scrutiny. The I'TC's proposed do-not-call rules include so many
exemptions as to make them unlikely o ~direetly and matenally advance™ any governmental
micrest in protechng privacy. ' Therelore. it a federal do-not-call registry 1s adopted, it should

be done under the auspices of the TCPA and implemented by tules promulgated by the FCC,

CS S0 88 6101-6108
'O See FTC Notice, 67 Fed. Reg. 44924493 (Junuary 30, 2002)

Y See, eg Greater Neve Ovfeans Broad. dss'nov, United States, 527 0.8, 173,181 (1999)
(holding that ~[tJhe operation of the {casmo sambling statute] and its attendant regulatory regime
1S 50 plerced by exemplions and meonsistencies that the Government cannot hope to exonerate
i



Moreover. if the Commission ulimately adopts a nauonal telemarketing do-not-call
recistry. it should i domg so assert its jurisdietion over all mterstate telemarketing calls.
Consistent with the Communications Act of 19347s general preemptive effect over state
revulation of interstate wire communications. ' Congress unambiguously intended that any
tederal do-not-call rearstry implemented pursuant to the TCPA would preempt state do-not-call
lists and related procedural requirements. In fact. the House Report accompanying the TCPA
netes that “the House Commuttee [] believes that because state laws will be preempied, the
IFederal statute musrt be sufficiently comprehensive and detailed [to] ensure States” interests are
advanced and |11'nleclcd."J 7 I addition. according to Senctor Hollings, who sponsored the TCPA
m the Senate. [ plursuant 1o the general preemptive effect of the Communications Act of 1934,
[sjene regulation of mwerstate communtcanons, including interslale commumicatons mitated for
telemarketng purposes. is pl’t‘cmplcd.":“ The legislative history thus evidences Congress’
mtention that 7if the FCC requires establishment el the [national do-not-call] database permitted
i subsection ¢f 3). State or local authorimies™ regutation of felephone solicitations must be based
upon the requirements imposed by the 1°CC!

Approximately twentv-seven staies already have established state-administered do-not-
call Nists that impose varving requirements and costs on telemarketers. These costs include fees
charged to aceess such list~ in order Lo comply with cach stare’s law, updating company
telemarketing lists based on the state do-pot-call lists on a regular basis so as to comply with

spectflc statutory requirements, and devoting resources necessary 1o monitor and comply with

AT LS. 18200

" House Repore, LR, Rep. No. 102-317. a1 20,
137 Cone. Ree. SIRT&I (Nov. 27, 1991 )

' House Reporr, M R, Rep. No. 102-317, at 23.
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the prolileratime set of state wlemarkeumy laws and reculanons, In addibion, the absence of a
unform means of maintaming and providing aceess 1o the state do-not-call lists makes i
extremely burdensome {or compunies to conducet national telemarketing campaiens. in tact. m
the ubsence of Tederal preemption, o company many need fo compare a List of current or
prospective customers that 1t wishes to conlact by telephone with a national do-not-call list, its
own company nitintained do-not-call list and the do-not-call hists of some twenty-scven different
STHES.

The admimstrative and technoloeical burdens assoctated with registering with those
states” reauatory agencies and suppressing telemarketny lists with each such state’s do-not-cail
list impose unnecessary cosls on compinices that engage in nation-wide telemarketing campaigns.
Adopting a single, uniform standard also would be far more conventent and less confusing for
consumers. Ata mmimum. the FCC should provide telemarketers with the ability to comply
with the natonal do-pot-call rules inthe case of interstate calls and the state do-not-call faws in

the case of purely inurastate welemarketng campaigns. Providing tor a uniform set of standards

would significantly case the burdens imposed on lezitimate businesses while at the same ume
smphitving the steps that must be followed by consumers who do nat wanted to be contacted by
ielephone.

1. The Commission’s National Do-Not-Call Scheme Should Require Subscribers to

Renew Their Do-Not-Call Requests On a Ycearly Basis So As To Ensure The
Continued Accuracy of ‘The Do-Not-Call Database.

The Comnussion has requested comments on what options the Commission mizht pursue

to satisly the requirement i Secton 22731 ol the TCPA that the FCCTs nanenal do-not-

]

call regulations “specity the frequency with which such database will be updated . ...

TSee AT USCo§ 227050 NPRM. 67 Fed. Ree. at 62670



Telephone numbers change tor at least sixteen to twenty pereent of the population each _veur,:;
meaning that within five years. almost all of the numbers on a do-not-call st woutd belong 1o
dilferent subscribers. many of whoem may not have elected o be included on such a hst,
Comeast thus believes that a reasonable period ol time for the Commission to retain nmes and
numbers on o national do-not-cat! [ist 15 no longer than twelve months (rom the dute ol a
consunrier s il registranon, or lrem any subsequenl rencwal. Because automaled regisiry
systems are avaniable for mamtenance of a do-not-call list, = Comeast does not behieve that
consumers would ind annual renewal to be an onereus process. The Cammission also should
consider nmplementing authentication mechanisms necessary 1o ensure that only subsceribers of
record will be able w place therr nombers on any final national do-not-call list. Finatlly, the
Commission should allow elemurketers that reasonably belicve that a number inctuded 1 the
national rewistry has been reassigned 1o remoeve that number [rom their suppression lists,

Iv. The Commission Should Provide A “Safe Harbor” Provision in Lts National Do-Not-

Call Scheme To Shield Sellers and Telemarketers From Liability For Inadvertently
Calling A Suppressed Nunber.

Shauld the Commission decides that a national do-not-call registry 15 v the public

interest. it should adopt reasonable ~safe harbor™ protections lor telemarketers that make difigent.,

v

F See Comments of The Direet Marketing Association and The UGS, Chamber of Commerce in
FTC s Telemarkeuny Sales Rule Rulemaking Proceeding (FTC File No. R4TT001). at 12 (April
2002). aveaifable ar hup::Aavww e coviosscommentssdnepapercomments/O47dma.pdf (Tast visited
Nov. 12.2002): 7CPA Report and Order, 7 F.C.CROSTI28759 (1992). cirng Comments of
AT&T in the FCCs Telemarketing Rulemaking Proceeding (CC Docker No. 92-90) (1992).

“ See Caroline 1. Maver, 7O Ann-Telemarketer List Would Face Heavy Demand, Washingron
Post. NMarch 19, 2002, a7 hip: wwaw wvashingtonpost comewp-dyn/articles/ A4 7200-

2002 Mar IS homl ¢ To collect names. the avency is not planning to rely, as most states have, on
operators or the Internet. Consumers who want to sign up would have to call in from the phone
number they want hsted on the do-not-call registry. The number would be automatically
‘captured” i the database. and the consumer would have to vertlv it by entering the number
agan That's all we need.” [J. Howard Beales 1. director of the FTC's Burcau of Consumer
Protection] sard.”).



cood failh eftorts to comply with the Commussion’s rules but inadvertently call a number that
appears on the Commission’s do-not-call hst. A reasonable safe harbor provision would shield
telemarketers from liability 11 they have obtamed and reconciled their hists against the names
andior nuirbers in the Commission’s nauonal registry within ninety davs of making the call in
question. The FTC, in connection with its Telemarketing Sales Rule. noted that “strict liabihty is
inappropriate where o company has made a geod faith eftort to comply with the [Telemarketing

23

sales) Rule™s requurements and has implemented reasonable procedures to do s0.™" Comceast
hehieves that steict hability s similarly inappropriate under the TCPA.

V. The Commission Should Refrain From Adding Burdensome New Requirements To
Its Company-Specilic “Do-Not-Call” Rules.

The Commssion has requested comment on whether it should consider additional
modifications that would allow consumiers additional means of registermg their numbers on
company-spectlic do-not-call lists. il they are rewnmed under any revisions lo the Rules.”® The
Commission suggests requirig telemuarketers to provide a tell-free telephone number and-or to
establish @ web site that consumers could use to place their name and number on a company-
specitic do-not-call list.™" 1t further asks if companies should be required to “respond
atfirmatively o such requests or otherwise provide some means of confirmation so that

N . .
1ave been processed.”™ Comeast believes such

consumers mav vertly that therr requests
requirements would serve itle purpose other than to burden legitimate businesses that faithfully
honor consumers do-not-call requests, and would be meflective m preventing misconduct by

those who do not fall inte that category.

7 See 67 Fed. Reg. 4492, 4520 (proposed Jan. 30. 2002) (to be codified al 16 C.F.R. pt. 310).
SUNPRAL 67 Fod. Reg. at 62669
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V1. The Commission Should Retrain From Affirmatively Requiring the Use of
Telecommunications Equipment That Supports Caller 1D,

The Commussion has asked for comment regarding whether telemarketers should
“transmit the name and telephone number of the calling party, when possible, or prohibit them

from blocking or altering the transmission of such information.”™” Comeast believes any
additional restrictions should be mited to prohibitng falsificarion or deliberate blocking of
caller [DY information by a telemarketer using equipment capable of transmitting such
information. The Commission should not affimatvely require transimission of caller 1D
imformation because of the technical Innitattons associated with transmitting such information
through existme systems. as well as the burden assoctated with replacing such systems. Several
ol Comeast’s telemarketing contractors. for example, use proprictary dialers that are incapable of
transnutting such imformation. Furthermore, Comeast’s contractors also use trunk or T-1 lines
that ure cost-ctfective but often mcapable of ransmitting caller [D information, or capable of
(ransmutring only a4 non-callable trunk exchange number that is useless to consumers and has the

potental  cause conlusion

VIL  The Commission Should Refrain From Imposing a Predictive Dialer Abandonment
Rate That Is Lower Than Three To Five Percent,

The Commission has asked whether it should adopt rules w restrict the use of predictive
. . i
dialers as well as whether it should set o maximum rute of pernussible abandoned calls.
Comeast feels strongly that o maximum “abandonment rate”™ should be no lower than five

pereent (3%). Requiring predictive dialers to be set at a rate less than live percent woutd

62670
NPRAL 67 Ted. Reg al 62670

Cid at 62671



drastically reduce the efficiency ol telemarketing call centers. For example, in the event that
Comeast is forced 1o operate its predicuve dizlers ata maximum acceplable abandonment rate of
three percent 13%), average call center productivity would drop to approximately ten (10)
contacts per operator per hour. At a maximum ene percent abandonment rate, Comcast estimates
that 1ts catl center productivity would [all to only three (3) or four (4) contacts per operator. per
hour. A zero percent (0%0) abundonment rate would result m a cost-prohibitive loss of
productivity and probably would force Comeast to severely curtail or altogether eliminate
outhound calling,

Comeast’s estimates are consistent with data compiled by the American Teleservices
Association (“ATA™. According 1o the ATA, ninety-tour percent (94%) of al! calt centers could
operate elficrentty at a five percent abandonment rate. while only sixty percent (60%:) could
operate elficiently at a three percent masimum abandoned call setung, and only seven pereent
(7"0) could operate efficiently aea one percent masumuoin selting. ' These data support the
adoption ol a five percent maximum abandonment rate setting as the best means of balancing
consumers” interest in avoiding “dead an” calls with the economic interest m promoting call

center efficiency

Comceast appreciates the opportunity 1o submit these comments and hopes that the
Commission will strike the appropriate balance between protecting consumers’ legitimate
privacy inferests and addressing the legmitimate business concerns of compames that engage n
valuable telemurketimg.

Ve e , ) . .
See Calitormia Workshop Predictive Dialers and Abandoned Calls, November 6, 2002,

avarfable ar httpzowww ataconnect.org/htdoes/govirel/news/2002/novi/capuc_htm (last visited
Nov. 12.2002).
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Respectfully submitted

s Joec Waz

Mr. Toe Waz

VP External Atfairs and Public Policy Counscl
Comcast Corporation

1500 Market Street

Philadelphia. PA 19102-2148

(215) 665-1700

s Peter C. Cassat

Peter C. Cassal. 125q.

Dow. Lohnes & Albertson. PLLC

i200 New Hampshire Ave., NW

Washington. DC 20036-6802

(2023 776-2724

Counsel Tor Comeast Cable Communications, Ine.

December 9, 2002
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